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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCT"ION
In current pedagogic philosophy, a child's instruc-
tional experiences are to be tailored to his ed.ucatio·nal
requirements. When ordinary methods do not seem suited
to his needs, various specialized progr~~s through which
his instructional requisites can be met are available, al-
though in some cases extremely limited.
In order to determine which of the available pro-
grams will be most beneficial for the student, a series of
psychological and/or educational instruments are employed.
On the basis of information derived from these instru-
ments and from anecdotal records of observations by per-
sonnel involved with the child. he is e11rolled in a se-
lected program. These programs carry many labels, such
as I 'I'rainable ~Ientally Retarded (Tr,m), Educable rtlentally
Retarded (E~ffi), Educationally Retarded (ER), Emotionally
Disturbed (ED), Learning Disabled (LD), or Adjustment
Class, depending on the need they fulfill.
Within some systems, there exists a group of chil-
dren labeled "Culturally Deprived." Due to various fac-
tors, the regular educational programs appear u~suitable
for many of these children. Based on instrument profiles
1
2and personnel observations, these children are enrolled
in an existing program, which mayor may rlot be entirely
suited to this child's educational requirements, but
which appears to be the best alternative.
Definitions
Since several of the terms used throughout this
paper are sUbject to various interpretations, the fol-
lowing entries are given to acquaint the reader with the
meanings as used herein.
Standardized Test (Instrument), a test con-
structed of items that are appropriate in difficulty
and discriminating power for the irltended examinees
and that fit the preplarned table of content specifi-
cation. The test is administered in accordance with
explicit directions for uniform administration and is
used with a manual that contains reliable norms for
the defined reference groups.l
Profile: a graphic representation of a set of
test scores for a single individual in which the test
variables are plotted side by side on a set of par-
allel axes. 2
Educable Mentally Retarded: [a child who], be-
cause of subnormal mental development, is unable to
profit sufficiently from the program of the regular
elementary school, but who is considered to have po-
tentialities for development in three areas: (1) edu-
cability in academic subjects of the school at a min-
imum level, (2) educability in social adjustment to
a point where he can get along independently in the
community, and (3) minimal occupational adequacies
to such a degree that he can later support himself
IGlossary of Measurement Terms (Monterey, California:
McGraw-Hill,1973), p. 21.
2Ibid. p. 17.
:3
partially or totally at the adult level.3
Learnin9 Disableda [those children who] exhibit
a disorder 1n one or more of the basic psychological
processes involved in understanding or using spoken
or written languages. These may be manifested in
disorders of listening, thinking, talking, reading,
writing, spelling, or arithmetic. They include con-
ditions which have been referred to as perceptual
handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction,
dyslexia, developmental aphasia, etc. They do not
include learning problems which are due primarily
to visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, to mental
retardation, emotional distur'bance, or to environ-
mental disadvantage. 4
Culturally Deprived: a general label used to de-
scribe any child whose family's status is negative due to
nonparticipation in the majority mileau because of race.
economic level, or educational background.
Unsuitable Placement: an educational program which
minimizes a child's total potential achievement.
Regular Educationl the curriculum as presented to
the majority of students enrolled in a given system.
Special Educationl that area of an educational
system designed for those students who can not or are not
functioning within the regular curriculum.
Statement of the Problem
Since psychological and/or educational instruments
serve as a basis for placement of children within special
programs, the following questions were raised.
3Samuel A. Kirk, Educating ~xce~ional Children
(2nd ed.; New Yorka Houghton Ivlifflin Company, 1972),
p. 164.
4National Advisory Committee on Handicapped Chil-
dren, First Annual Report, §Fecial Education for Handi-
.£.apped eh iJ.dren (Vlas.hington D. C• aU. S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, 1968) p. 4 quoted in
Janet W. Lerner, Ghildrenwith Learning Disabilitiesl
Theories, [)iagnosTS;~~1d 11eacrli11g S-crategies (New YOI'\k:
Hough.ton r.iif~fij.n Compc~n:y, 19'11), p. 9.
41. How positive can placement be on the basis of
instrument evaluation alone?
2. Which instruments are most reliable in assessing
an individual's educational needs?
J. What are the distinguishing characteristics of
EMR, LD, and CD children as determined by re-
sulting instrument profiles?
4. Is the category of "Culturally Deprived" an en-
tity in itself, or is it a subsystem of either
of the larger categories of Mentally Retarded
or Learning Disabled?
Scope of Paper
In this paper the writer has attempted tv ,i:.:eesent a
concise review of current research focused on the four
questions cited previously. The four areas included: (1)
validity of evaluations by instruments alone, (2) relia-
bility of instruments used in educational diagnosis, (3)
distinguishing characteristics of EMR, LD, and CD pro-
files, and (4) singularity of the category "Culturally
Deprived."
Summary
In this chapter, the writer has attempted to focus
attention on the use of psychological and/or educational
instruments to determine placement of children in special
programs. Definitions of terms perti.nent to the study
5were presented. Furthermore. the intent of this paper
was stated as a review of current research encompassing
the reliability of instruments in evaluation for proper
placement, the varying profiles of particular groups of
children, and the appropriateness of the category "Cul-
turally Deprived."
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF CURRENT RESEARCH
Validity of Assessment by Instrument Profile Only
Since Henig's stUdy of the "Predictive Value of a
Reading-Readiness Test and of Teachers' Forecasts,"5 the
validity of total dependence on instrument evaluation a-
lone has been questioned. Current studies have attempted
to substantiate the use of various screening procedures in
the assessment of students for special education placement.
These studies fall within three categories: (1) those
assessing the accuracy of instrument scores per se, (2)
those assessing the reliability of teachers' observations,
and (J) those assessing the need for additional data.
Accuracy of Instrument Scores
In "Use of Deficits to Identify the Learning Dis-
abled," Salvia and Clark noted that the "concept of a
discrepancy" is present in many of the definitions used
in diagnosing learning disabilities. This usage, the
authors contend, leads to the need for quantification of
5Max S. Henig, "Predictive Value of a Reading-
Readiness Test and of Teachers' Forecasts," Elementary
School Journal, L (September, 1949), 41-46.
6
7deficits which results in the use of statistically weak
measures for educational programming. 6
Using the norms presented in the respective manuals.
Salvia and Clark compared scores, received by fifth grade
students on both the California Achievement Test and on
the California Test of Mental Maturity by means of the
standard error of measurement of the difference between
two scores. While the reliability of the original scores
ranged from .87 to .97, the reliability of the difference
scores ranged from .71 to .84. Noting that the number of
false positives obtained will vary, depending on the se-
verity of the deficit, the authors concluded that "the
standard error of measurement for deficit scores is suffi-
ciently large to preclude rigid adherence to deficits as
a criterion for learning disabilities."?
In addition to the use of deficit scores, educators
often rely on the use of intelligence test scores to deter-
mine learning rates. This dependency on IQ scores, partic-
ularly in the case of minority groups, is questioned in a
study by Mercer. 8
6John Salvia and John Clark, "Use of Deficits to
Identify the Learning Disabled, If ExceptionaJ. Children,
XXXIX, January, 1973, PP.J05-8.
7Ibid., 308.
8Jane R. ~1ercer, "Current Retardation Procedures and
the Psychological and Social Implications on the Mexican-
American: A Position Paper" (Albuquerque: Southwestern
Cooperative Educational Laboratory, 1970), pp. 28-31.
8Working with the entire population of Riverside,
California, Mercer attempted to demonstrate the difference
between the two-dimensional criteria of mental retardation,
subnormality of intelligence and of adaptive behavior, as
noted in the AA}ID definition and the one-dimensional, intel-
ligence, evaluation used in Riverside. With the content
of the Vineland Social Maturity Scale and the Gesell De-
velopmental Scales as a basis, a field model of an adaptive
behavior scale was developed. Using this instrument to
determine normality or subnormality of each individual,
Mercer found that
socioeconomic status plus physical disability plus
ethnic group account for only 4.1% of the variance in
adaptive behavior ••• [while] ethnic group plus socio-
economic level account for 30.3% of the variance in
IQ.9
The conclusion reached by Mercer in her s~uay was
that
the present one-dimensional diagnosis used by clini-
cians in which only IQ is evaluated may be relatively
effective for Anglos .•••However, a one-dimensional
diagnosis is not equitable for persons from non-Anglo
backgrounds. IO
The above studies have questioned the use of two
of the basic steps in educational diagnosis. If these
two steps are not sufficient, what are the alternatives?
Reliability of Teachers' Observations
Citing the need for early identification of
9Ibid. lOIbid. f 32.
9potentially learning disabled children, the uncertainty
of the predictive value of visual-motor instruments, and
the practical considerations involved in the process of
educational diagnosis, Keogh an~ Smith conducted a study
to determine "the predictive accuracy of the Bender
Gestalt and teachers' ratings for early identification of
educationally high potential and high risk children."
Their subjects were 49 students from four schools in a
predominantly white, middle class school district in
Southern California. Data for the study included Bender
protocols and teacher ratings obtained at the kindergarten
level and profiles obtained from the Stanford Reading Test
(SAT) and the California Achievement Test (CAT) admin-
istered in grades two through five. In determining the
reliability of the kindergarten predictive measures as re-
lated to future school achievement, the authors found that
teachers' ratings had consistently significant cor-
relations with achievement measures. [However], re-
lationships between the Bender at kindergarten and
later school achievement were generally lower and
for the most part non-significant, especially for
girls. 11
In addition, they found that when the two vari-
ables were combined to predict future achievement the
use of the multiple coefficient of correlation
increased the strength of relationship between the
llBarbara K. Keogh and Carol E. 8mith, "Early
Identification of Educationally High Potential and High
Risk Children," Journal of School Psychology, VIII, No.4
(1970), 285-290.
10
predictive and criterion measures, the major
contribution to the relationship coming from
teachers' ratings. 12
While drawing no definite conclusions from this
study, Keogh and Smith made two noteworthy observationsl
1. Preoccupation with findings of deficiency,
common in psychoeducational diagnosis, may be less
valid for school prediction than is specification
of competencies, ••• [and]
2. Specification of characteristics which
teachers view as important may provide clues to
understanding the complexities of school readiness. l )
A concurrent study by Ferinden, Jacobson, and
Linden supported the findings of Keogh and Smith. The
subjects of this study varied from the previous one in
that a high percentage of culturally deprived children
were included in the sampling. In this study, initial
screening of high risk and high potential students was
accomplished by means of teacher referrals. After the
initial selection, a diagnostic team administered a test
battery consisting of the Wide Range Achievement Test
(WRAT), the Evanston Early Identification Scale (EElS).
the Bender Gestalt Visual Motor Test, and the Metropol-
itan Reading Readiness Test Form R. The entire battery
wasreadministered after the subjects had completed four
months in the first grade. 14
,
12Ibid. 13Ibid.
14William E. Ferinden, Shennan Jacobson, and N. J.
Linden, ttEarly Identification of Learning Disabilities,"
Journal of Learning Disabilities, III (November, 1970),
589-93.
11
The results of the study indicate that
1. Experienced kindergarten teachers can select
with extreme accuracy those children who will
experience difficulty at the first-grade level.
2. a high-risk drawing, with a cut-off point of 8
or above [on the EElS], correctly identified 99
percent of those children who experienced poor
success in reading at the first-grade level.
J. the Wide Range Achievement Tests [italics mine]
depict a 93 percent accuracy in correctly identi-
fying those youngsters who will experience poor
success in reading at the first-grade level.
4. the results of the Metroplitan [sic] Readiness
Test [italics mine] ..• suggest that when utilizing the
total percentage score the only effective predictor
for screening potential problems in reading at the
first-grade level is a score which falls below the
30th percentile.
S. because of the maturational factor the Bender
Gestalt [italics mine] is not a valid test for pre-
dicting first-grade success in reading. However,
the higher correlation between the Bender Test and
first-grade reading ability would suggest that the
instrument is a better yredictor if administered at
the first-grade level. l ,
The authors concluded that "the teacher has a key
role in the early identification of children with learning
disabilities. n16
Although the question of the accuracy of teachers'
predictions is still not settled,l? the role of the·
teacher within the diagnostic team is gradually expanding.
One phase of this expanding role was explored in a study
conducted by Lesiak involving the development of a
15Ibid. 16Ibid.
l7John R. Bolig and Gerald O. Fletcher, "The MRT
vs. Ratings of Kindergarten Teachers as Predictors of
Success in First Grade," Educational Leadership Research'
Supplement, April, 1973, pp. 637-40.
12
teacher-administered battery.18
A representative random sample of 22 teachers and
their respective classrooms, totaling 545 children, from
six school districts served as ~ubjects. The teachers
were informed of the study and their role in it by means
of a one day inservice training session. The battery ut-
ilized included I
1. Cognitive Abilities Test (CAT)
2. Group Draw-a-Man Test (GDAMT)
J. Teacher Nomination Scale of "Slow Learning"
Children (TNS)
4. Slosson Intelligence Test (SIT)
5. Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating
Scale (DESB)
6. Teacher Nominations of Classroom Adjustment
(TNCA)
7. Teacher Ratings of Classroom Behavior (TReB)
8. Group Rutgers Drawing Test (GRDT)
9. Group Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test (GBGT)
10. Individual Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Tests
11. Gross Motor Screening Inventory (GMST)
12. Group Auditory Discrimination Test (GADT)
13. Individual Auditory Discrimination Tests
14. Teacher Vision Checklist (TVC)
18Walter J. Lesiak, "Screening Primary-Grade Children
for Educational Handicapsl A Teacher-Administered Battery,"
Psychology in the Schools, January, 1973, pp. 88-101
13
15. Teacher Hearing Checklist (THe)
The screening period covered two weeks, with the bulk of
the material administered by the teachersl the SIT and
the Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test being adminis-
tered by selected aides. 19
Since the battery evaluated five major areas, the
data were analyzed according to those divisions. In re-
gards to teachers' diagnostic ability, the author found
that the "teachers' accuracy in the nomination of 'slow
learning,'children (TNS) was 68% correct compared to CAT
scores. .. When evaluating classroom behavior -"teachers'
initial global jUdgments were quite consistent with later
behavior ratings that utilized systematic behavioral data."
In the area of visual motor functioning, the group
screening was found to be satisfactory, while the gross
motor inventory was doubtful. The GADT was also found
to be unsatisfactory, as were the hearing and vision check-
lists. 20
Lesiak concluded:
The results of th.e present study and the impli-
catio~s for data usage suggest that a screening bat-
tery [sic] administered by classroom teachers and aug-
mented by aides may constitute a procedure whereby a
school psychologist could initially identify and
gather relevant data about primary-grade children who
manifest handicaps that ma.y interfe21 with presentand future educational functioning.
19Ibid.
21Ibid.
20rbid.
14
Another phase, that of rating scales, was studied
through the analysis of kindergarten reports. The re-
cords of 37 boys "certified as 'perceptually handicapped'
by the Massachusetts State Department of Education" and of
37 "'normal'" boys from the same kindergarten classes as
the handicapped boys were rated as to the presence or ab-
sence of given traits and characteristics as noted by the
teacher completing the report. The results indicated
that trait lists and general behavioral scales, when
they are derived from behaviors important to teachers
and are comprehensive, can be successful in predicting
future learning disabilities. 22
With the teacher gradually being accepted as an in-
tegral part of the diagnostic team, another role within
the ~eam, the parents', is being reviewed.
Obtaining Additional Data
Having become acutely aware of the need for early
identification and remediation of factors related to
learning disabilities, educators are turning to the.pri-
mary source of information concerning the child's initial
development: the parents.
In Strag's study, conducted in Cedar Falls, Iowa,
parents of children previously identified as normal,
learning disabled, or severely mentally retarded were re-
quested to complete a 30 item, 5-point forced choice
22r,'iary Cowgill, Seymour Friedland, and Rose Shapiro,
'·Predicting Learning Disabilities from Kindergarten Re-
ports," Journal of Learning Disabilities, VI (November,
1973), 577-82. -
15
rating scale which included "items indicating behavioral
or emotional disturbance; items indicating possible neuro-
logical dysfunction; and items with little or no diagnostic
function." With the completion of statistical analysis of
the compiled data, ten variables proved significant at the
.05 level. These included I
Quarrelsome (item 1), Consideration for Others (item
10), Upset when Left by Mother (item 12), Jealousy
(item 13), Ability to Receive Affection (item 24) •••
Clingingness (item 27) ••• Tendencies to be Rigid (item
18), General Negativism (item 25), Physical Coordin-
ation (item 26), and Fatigability (item 30).23
When data from the individual parent groups were
compared, patterns of behavior found to be significant at
the .05 level were indicated. When comparing the responses
of the parents of the learning disabled group with the re-
sponses of the parents of the normal learners, items 10,
18, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 30 were depressed. In the compar-
ison of reports from parents of mentally retarded children
and from parents of normal children, items 10, 13, 18, 20,
26, and 29 formed the distinquishing pattern. When the
the reference groups were those involving mentally re-
tarded children and learning disabled children, items 13,
20, 24, and 27 were significant statistically.24
From these data and the corresponding analysis,
Strag concluded a
23Gerald A. Strag, "Comparative Behavioral Ratings
of Parents with Severe Mentally Retarded, Special Learning
Disability and ~ormal Children," Journal of Learning Dis-
abilities, V (December, 1972), 631-35.
24Ibid •
16
parents would appear to be of valuable assistance in
screening their children for behavioral disorders
when using a rating scale similar to the one employed
in this study. Using the "known-group" technique, sub-
stantial evidence was found to support the hypothesis
that parents are sensitive to the behaviors of their
children. 25
In summary, the validity of assessment by instru-
ment profile alone as assessed by the research cited has
been questioned due to both the validity and the reliabil-
ity of instruments used. Furthermore, the research shows
that the inclusion of data gained from teachers' observa-
tions and from parents' ratings can provide assistance in
the diagnosis of educational difficulties.
Instrument Reliability
Although the foregoing research questioned the
validity of the singular use of instrument profiles for
educational diagnosis, it did not negate their function
as part of the diagnostic procedure. Hence, the ques-
tion arisesl Which instruments should be included in
the formation of a battery?
Various research studies have been undertaken to
determine which instruments would constitute an effective
placement battery. These studies are roughly divisible
into two categories: (1) those involving the appropriate-
ness of a single instrument for differential diagnosis,
and (2) those evaluating the accuracy of a given battery
25Ibid.
17
in identifying candidates for placement within special
education programs.
Instruments
Due, perhaps, to their longevity, two of the most
well-known and widely used instruments in the field of ed-
ucation are the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children
(WISe) and the Stanford-Binet (SB). These scales have
served as the source of crucial criteria for special ed-
ucation placement. Only recently has their authority been
questioned when related to assessment of preschool children.
In response to the differing needs, the Wechsler Preschool
and Primary Scale·of Intelligence (WPPSI) was developed. 26
Citing the need for further validity studies of the
WPPSI, Oakland, King , White. and Eckman undertook com·..
panion studies comparing the data from the WPPSI with that
obtained from SB and WISe protocols. In the first study,
the subjects were 24 Negro students enrolled in a Head
Start program. Subjects for the second study included 24
Caucasion kindergarten students. In each case, the three
instruments were administered over a two-week period. 27
In each study, correlations of the results obtained
on each of the three instruments were significant at the
26Thomas D. Oakland, John D. King, Linda White, and
Robert Eck..rnan, II A Comparison of Performance on the WPPSI,
WIse. and SB with Preschool Children: Companion Studies,"
Journal of School Psycholog~, IX, No.2 (1971), 144-49.
27Ibid.
18
.01 level. In the first study, however, it was noted
that all of the mean IQ scores were "approximately one
standard deviation below the norms.·t The authors con-
eluded,
The WPPSI was thought to be more appropriate for
testing Negro preschool children because its stand-
ardization sample included non-whites as well as a
more equitable proportion of Ss of lower SESe How-
ever, ••• the present estimates of concurrent validity
suggest that the SB and WISe are more appropriate
than the WPPSI for assessing IQs of lower SES Negro
children. However, estimates of predictive validity
are needed to determine the relationships between
performance 00 these three tests and later academic
achievement. 2ts
A study by Hagin, Silver, and Corwin did attempt
to determine the predictive ability of the WPPSI. In
analyzing data obtained from the WPPSI protoco!:; of 82
children aged 5-8 to 7-8, selected from varied ethnic and
socioeconomic backgrounds, they drew two sets of conclu-
sions,one based on the entire population of the sample,
and the other based on matched groups within the sample. 29
Regarding data obtained from those children in the
normal-progress group and the intervention group (high
risk children), the authors concluded:
1. Means for the normal-progress group exceed
those of the intervention group on all IQ measures
and subtest scores.
2. No consistent pattern of verbal versus per-
formance functioning is found for either group •••
28Ibid.
29Rosa A. Hagin, Archie A. Silver, and Carol G.
Corwin, "Clinical-Diagnostic Use of the \'lPPSI in Predicting
Learning Disabilities in Grade 1," Journal of Learning
Disabilities, V, No.3 (1972), 221-32.
19
3. The intervention group appears to be more
variable as jUdged from the coefficient of variation
and from percentages of subjects who deviated three
scaled score points from the mean of their scaled
scores.
4. No consistent subtest pattern was found to
characterize the interventi?n group •••
After subgroup analysis, the authors found I
1. The WPPSI produced rich clinical material
which was best understood when it was related to
diagnostic subgroups •••
2. The qualitative and quantitative material
elicited by the WPPSI was useful in the selection
and diagnostic processes, particularly in planning
appropriate strategies of intervention.
3. It appears inadvisable to assume that
learning disability is a homogeneous condition mani-
festing itself in an~ characteristic cognitive pat-
tern in first grade. jO
The predictive validity of another intelligence test,
the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test, was questioned in
research undertaken by Mendels. He compiled da~a on 79
children from the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests (LTIT),
subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests (~~T),
teachers' ratings and student reading levels. After factor
analysis, "correlations between the LTIT and the academic
criteria ranged from .46 to .62." Mendels concludeda
the correlations between the LTIT and the academic
criteria may be regarded as highly satisfactory•••
While the addition of the other four predictor vari-
ables, school ability rating, age, sex, and father's
occupation, did increase the power of prediction some-
what, the LTIT alone appears to be a valid instrument
for assessing the intellectual abilities of kinder-
garten Ss.Jl
30Ibid.
JIGlen E. Mendels, "The Predictive Validity of the
Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests at the Kindergarten
Level,h The Journal of Educational Research, LXVI, No.7
(1973), 320-22.
20
The need for early identification of high risk
children has precipitated a search for an inexpensive yet
efficient screening device. One such device may be the
Slossenlntelligence Test (SIT)~
Swanson and Jacobson screened 64 second grade chil-
dren referred for learning disability evaluation using the
SIT and the WISe. School psychologists administered the
WISes and trained diagnostic teachers administered the
SITs. Upon analysis of the data,
the correlation coefficient between the verbal I.Q.
and performance I.Q. was .53. The correlation co-
efficient of the verbal I.Q. and performance I.Q.
with the full scale I.Q. were .88 and .91 respec-
tively. The correlation coefficient obtained be-
tween the SIT I.Q. and the WISe verbal I.Q. was .64
••• [with a] coefficient of .10 b~tween the SIT I.Q.
and the WIse performance I.Q •••• [and a] coefficient
of .44 between the SIrr I. Q. and the WISe full scale
I. Q ••••
All of the intercorrelations were of significant
magnitude beyond the .01 level except for the correl-
atio~2between the SIT I.Q. and the WISe performance
I.Q.
In a similiar study of the SIT by Lessler and
Galinsky, 97 Negro and 38 Caucasion children 7 year's old
to 18 years old served as subjects. Data consisted of
scores obtained on the SIT and on the WISe. "The data
were evaluated in racial breakdowns because of the ex-
pectation that information yielded by the study might be
32r.1erlyn S. Swanson and Anita Jacobson, "Evalua-
tion of the S.I.T. for Screening Children with Learning
Disabilities," Journal of Learning Disabilities, III,
No.6 (1970), 318-20.
21
differentially useful in work with different racial
groups."))
Data analysis indicated that
The correlations between WISe and SIT scores were
as follows: for Negro SSt SIT and Full Scale, .65,
and Verbal, .66, and Performance, .50; for white Ss,
SIT and Full Scale, .50, and Verbal, .49, and Per-
formance ••40; for all SSt SIT and Full Scale, .67,
and Verbal, .68, and Performance, .57. In all in-
stances, there was a significant positive relation-
ship ••• between WIse FUll-scal~, Verbal, and Per-
formance scores and the SIT.]
The authors concluded a "the data derived from the
present study suggest that the SIT should not be used for
placement in special-education classes when the IQ derived
from the test is over 60."35
While the above studies have focused on instruments
which evaluate global performance, others have examined
instruments which are geared to specific types of per-
formance. Studies cited below center on such instruments.
Noting the subjectivity present in the scoring of a
Bender-Gestalt, Fidel and Ray designed a study "to test the
efficacy of an objective scoring system for the visual-per-
ceptual aspects of the B-G with a childhood population."
Their subjects included 100 children divided into three
groups. (1) nonorganic, (2) minimally organic, and (3)
grossly organic. The Revised Objective Perceptual Test
33Ken Lessler and Ivl. David Galinsky, "Relationship
Between Slosson Intelligence Test and WISe Scores in Spe-
cial Education Candidates," Psychology in the Schools,
October, 1971, pp. 341-4.
34Ibid. 35Ibid.
22
(OPT) and the Bender-Gestalt were administered and scored
for each sUbject. The authors reported the following re-
sultsl
The first hypothesis, that the Revised OPT can
differentiate nonorganic from organic children, was
strongly supported •••
The second hypothesis, that nonorganic children
can be differentiated from minimally organic children
on the basis of the Revised OPT, was supported ••••
The third hypothesis, that the Revised OPT can
differentiate children more effectively than the B-G
scored according to Koppitz's (1964) Developmental
Scoring System, was strongly supported •••
The fourth hypothesis, that the Revised OPT scores
increase as a function of increasing age groups, was
confirmed.
The fifth hypothesis, that the average reaction
time to the Revised OPT is faster for organic children
than for nonorganic children, was strongly supported
in the 5!- to 7t-year-old level, not supported in the7t- to 8~-year-old level, and weakly supported in the
8~- to 9~-year-old level.
The sixth hypothesis, thatambre accu~<r;e differ-
entiation between minimally organic and :'·.or·:ganic
children can be achieved b;,' considering ~~Jl the B-G
drawing s6and the Revised OPT score, was also con-firmed.:)
Another study to determine the predictive ability
of the Bender-Gestalt as a group administered instrument
was undertaken by Norfleet. Subjects were first grade
students, N = 311, for whom Bender-Gestalt protocols ob-
tained at the beginning of the school year ~~d Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Tests protocols obtained at the end of
the school year were available. Using a cut-off score of
36Edward A. Fidel and Joseph B. Ray, "The Validity
of the Revised Objective Perceptual Test in Differenti~
ating among I~onorganic, l'ilinimally Organic and Grossly Or-
~anic Children," Journal of Special Education, VI, No.3(1972), 279-84.
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plus or minus one standard deviation from the mean. the
authors concludedl
it was possible to identify the first grade readin~ ,_
achievement of extreme BGT groups with some accuraey,
particularly the reading achievement associated with
good BGT performance. But ••• the BGT should' be sup-
plemented with other measures for individual predic-
tion, particularly in those screening programs which
are primarily interested in identifying potentially
poor readers.37
Citing the joint use of the Wechsler Intelligence
Scale for Children (WISe) and the Illinois Test of Psycho-
linguistic Abilities (ITPA) in the assessment of learning
disabled pupils, Laton undertook a factor analysis of the
two instruments. His data were derived from the cumula-
tive files of 92 pupils in the Honolulu School District's
special education program. 38
Factor analysis of the 20 intercorrelated subtests
revealed seven factors: (1) "Verbal Association," (2)
"Visual Analysis and rr1otor Association," (3) "Comprehen-
sion of Similarities and Differences," (4) "Auditory Mem-
ory," (5) "Visual Sequencing," (6) "Logical Reasoning,"
and (7) "Verbal-Educative factor." Leton noted, "this
analysis should extend to the interpretive value of both
instruments •••• [The analyses] provide evidence of their
37Mary Ann Norfleet, "The Bender Gestalt as a Group
Screening Instrument for First Grade Reading Potential,"
Journal of Learning Disabilities, VI, I'lo. 6 (1973), 383-88.
38Donald A. Leton, "Factor Analysis of ITPA and WISe
Scores of Learning Disabled Pupils," Psychology in the
Schools, IX, January, 1972, pp. 31-6.
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common structure and justify their joint use."39
The Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities
was also the focus of a study conducted by Burns and
Watson. The stated purpose of this research was to "gain
evidence regarding the degree of concordance between the
subtests and the model on which the test is based." Sub-
jects included 90 children referred for assessment of
learning difficulties. Ability and academic achievement
levels were determined through the use of the Stanford-
Binet, Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, Wechsler
Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence, Peabody Pic-
ture Vocabulary Test, Wide Range Achievement Tests, and
the Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty. The Revised
ITPA was administered to all sUbjects for the purpose of
the study.40
Five factors emerged from the "principal components
factor analysis of the intercorrelation matrix. II 'rhey
were: (1) "general aUditory language ability," (2) "vis-
ual language ability," (3) "expressive language ability,"
(4) "a general language ability with emphasis on auditory-
vocal language and closure skills," and (5) "memory and
expressive language ability." The authors suggestedl
J9Ibid.
40Gary W. Burns and Billy L. Watson, "Factor Anal-
ysis of the Revised ITPA with Underachieving Children,"
Journal of Learning Disabilities, VI, No.6 (1973), 371-
76.
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"that remediation programs based on individual profiles
of nine or ten distinct psycholinguistic abilities may
be inappropriate. n41
Batteries
When initiating a Learning Disabilities Program
within its system, District 68 of Skokie, Illinois, de-
veloped it in three phasesl (1) Screening, (2) Diagnosis
and Prescription, and (3) Treatments. 42
The screening phase was accomplished in two seg-
mentsl (1) a mass screening, using the Otis Quick Mental
Ability Test, Alpha Form; the SAT; and teachers' ratings;
and (2) a selective screening, using the WISe, the Bender-
Gestalt, the Metropolitan Achi~vement Tests, the Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Tests, and the Picture Story Language
Test. Only those students showing a discrepancy between
ability and expected achievement as established in the
first segment were routed through the second segment of
the screening. 4)
At the end of the three-year project, several con-
clusions had been reached. Among them were,
1. The Otis Quick Mental Ability Test [italics
41Ibid.
42U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, A Demonstration of Techniques in the Identification,
Diagnosis, and Treatment of Children with Learning Dis-
abilities: Pinal Renort. Bureau of Research Report ~o.
BR-6-2244, (Madison: ERIC, 1969), 5-14.
43Ibid.
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mine], when used in screen one, was satisfactory.
In screen two it would be unsatisfactory as a good
indicator of intellectual potential with LD chil-
dren••••
2. The WISe is at present indispensible in a LD
identification program as a reliable estimate of in-
telligence, because it measures verbal and non-verbal
skills separately, and is valuable diagnostically in
pinpointing specific disabilities of LD children••••
3. Since most children underachieving in written
language were also underachieving in other subjects,
it was found that the PSLT would be most efficiently
used in diagnostic testing •••
4. The objective group testing program as demon-
strated was efficient and effective as a screening
device for the identification of underachievers who
were finally identified as cualdren with LD from
second through fourth grade.
Since screening programs such as that cited above
are expensive, some school systems have been investigating
the feasibility of a battery administered within a given
school by the staff of that school (ie. teachers, nurses.
social workers, etc.). Such a study involving the use of
the Columbia Mental Maturity Scale (cr~), the Peabody Pic~
ture Vocabulary Test (PPVT). the Raven Coloured Progres-
sive Matrices (RCPM), and the Slosson Intelligence Test
for Children and Adults (SIT), was undertaken by
Nicholson. 45
The study involved 64 children thought to be re-
tarded. The WISe was administered by a psychologist, and
44Ibid. p. 44-46.
45Charles L. Nicholsen, "The Use of Four Screening
Instruments," Selected Papers on Learning Disabilities:
proyress in Parent Information, Professional Growth and
Pub ic Policy, Sixth Annual Conference of the Association
for Children with Learning Disabilities, (San Rafael,
CaliforniaJ Academic Therapy Publications, 1969), 101-
107.
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the CW~5. the PPVT. the RCFM, and the SIT were admin-
istered by school personnel. The results of the study in-
dicateda
While anyone of the four screening instruments
can be somewhat effective in identifying students who
are mentally retarded from those who have other
learning disabilities, the use of all four incombin-
ation can be very effective •••• The effectiveness of
identifying those children who were retarded from
those who had other learning disabilities is as fol-
lows: RCPM alone; combination RCPM and SIT; com-
bination of RCPM. SIT, and PPYT. The addition of
the Cr~1S to any previous combinations did not seem to
raise signifag?~tly the discrimination power of the
combination.
A study undertaken in Vancouver, British Columbia,
attempted to develop such a battery. Children from 12
kindergarten classes, N = 228, were screened through the
use of the Predictive Index, the Draw-A-Person Test, and
Name Printing. Of this group, 25 matched pairs (one "nor-
mal child" and one high risk child) underwent additional.
neurological and psychological examination. Included in
this second screen were: the Beery Test of Visual-Motor
Integration, the vtPPSI. the rrr'PA J and tr.le Kepllart rvioto~
Survey. Ten months later the initial screening procedure
was repeated with the matched pairs. 47
From the study it was concluded that the initial
screening procedttre "clearly distinguishes a group of chil-
dren who appear c,n the basis of clinical experience to be
46Ibid.
47Linda C. Eaves, D. C. Kendal, and J. U. Crichton,
ttThe Early Detection of Minimal Brain Dysfunction," Journal
of Learning Disabilities, V, No.8 (1.972). 454-1.~62.
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'high risk
'
children for school failure." 48
The University City School District of Missouri
~
attempted to develop a modified screening battery using
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, the Illinois Test
of Psycholinguistic Abilities, the Developmental Test of
Visual-Motor Integration, the Behavior Rating Scale, the
Three-Dimensional Auditory Discrimination Scale, and Gross
Motor Observation Scales as a base. This 90-minute bat-
tery was modified to a JO-minute screen by using only four
subtests of the ITPA in addition to those cited. Because
of additional study, a final battery was not listed within
the report. 49
Attempting to construct a battery which considered
not only instrument related data, but also s~ :ional
data, Satz and Friel undertook a study involving 497
white male kindergarten pupils (95.6% of the total popula-
tion) in the Alachua County, Florida, pUblic school system.
Data were derived from a factor analysis of 20 "predictor
variables" which includedl (1) day of testing, (2) age,
(J) handedness, (4) finger tapping, (5) PPVT, (6) recog-
nition-discrimination, (7) embedded figures, (8) verbal
fluency, (9) ¥MI, (10) similarities, (11) alphabet, (12)
48Ibid.
49U.S., Office of Education, Early Education
Screening Test Batterv of Basic ment: A
Study of Test Selectlon, Report Mad~son:
ERIC, 1969),1-10.
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right-left discrimination, (13) finger localization,(14) auditory-discrimination, (15) dichotic-listening,(16) aUditory-visual task, (17) Behavioral Checklist,(18) socio-economic status, (19) maturity, and (20) acti-
vity level. 50
In analysis, four factors emerged. Factor 1 "con-
sisted primarily of tests involving sensory and perceptual-
motor functions and mnemonic abilities." Factor 2 centered
on the teacher rated variables. Factor 3 "was comprised
of three essentially verbal and conceptual tests." Factor
4 "represented motor measures and handedness." The "per-
cent of common variance accounted for" by Factors 1, 2, 3,
and 4 were )0.7, 16.0, 13.4, and 7.7, respectively. Satz
and Friel suggested, therefore, "that a substantial number
of High Risk children can be correctly identified during
the early phases of kindergarten before formal reading
instruction is begun. ltS1
In summary, the above studies have illustrated that
various instruments, particularly the Bender--Gestalt, the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, the Illinois
Test of Psycholinguistic Ability, and the Raven Coloured
Progressive Matrices, when used singularly or in combin-
ation can effectively identify "high risk" children. This
50paul Satz and Janett Friel, Some Predictive Ante-cedents of S~ecific Learning Disability: A PreliminaryOne Year Follow-Up, (Garne5ville: Florida University,1972) 7-13.
51Ibid.
30
leads to the question, "What is the basis of the 'high
risk'?"
Characteristic Profiles
Research having indicated that identification of
"high risk" children is possible, the question is raised:
Can a specific type of disability be identified through
analysis of instrument profiles? Thus, profile varia-
tions have been the basis of several studies.
Using 400 WIse protocols randomly selected from the
files of the Special Education Department of Kalamazoo
Public Schools, Tava subjected derived data to t-test anal-
ysis. A characteristic pattern in the protocols of chil-
dren functioning within the retarded range emerged.
Scores on the Picture Completion, Object Assembly, and
Similiarities subtests of the WISe were significantly a-
bove the mean while the scores on the Vocabulary, Arith-
metic, and Information subtests fell below the mean. Thus,
Tava concluded that a characteristic profile was evident. 52
WISe profiles also served as the data source in a
study of learning disabled boys by Ackerman, Peters, and
Dykman. Reviewing the WISe protocols of 116 boys, 82 of
whom were previously cited as learning disabled and 34 of
52Edward G. Tava, "The Use of the Wechsler Intelli-
gence Scale for Children in Differentiating Between the
Endogenous and Exogenous r.lental Defective" (paper presented
at the Annual Meeting of the California Educational Re-
search Association, San Diego, California, April, 1971),
p. 4-8.
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whom were cited as normal, the authors concluded a
1. Compared with the controls, CLD [children
with specific learning disabilities] as a hetero-
geneous group were significantly inferior in verbal
ability as measured by the WISe (mean Verbal IQs of
114 for controls, 103 for CLD).
2. When controls and CLD were paired (N=29)
for chronological age and mental age, as estimated
from Full Scale IQs, the CLD were superior to the
controls on the performance scale of the WISe but
still inferior to controls on the verbal scale.
J. By analysis of variance, children with
learning disabilities were reliably lower than con-
trols on four WISe subtestsa Information, Arith-
metic, Similarities, and Digit Span. Arithmetic
best separated the groups.
4. Using a discriminant function, five selected
WISe subtests could be used as reliably as 10 to sep-
arate adequate students from CLD (76% accuracy): In-
formation, Co~~rehensionJ Arithmetic, Digit Span, and
Block Design.))
Citing the complexity of man's perceptual structure
and the assumption by some educators that .. int~'rsensory
transducing-of information is operating efficier:~ly and
effectively" in learning disabled children, McGrady and
Olson proposed the need for an ttimproved method for the
appraisal of intra and intersensory perception" in the
evaluation of such children. 54
Having developed a "psychosensory communications
unit" which consisted of a vertical screen for the
53Peggy T. Ackerman, John E. Peters, and Roscoe A.
Dykman, "Children Viith Specific Learning Disabilities I
WISe Profiles," Journal of Learning Disabilities, IV
(March, 1971), 150-66.
5~arold J. McGrady and Don A. Olson, "Visual and
AUditory Learning Processes in Normal Children and Chil-
dren with Specific Learning Disabilities," Exceptional
Children, April, 1970, pp. 581-88.
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presentation of visual stimuli, binaural headphones for
the presentation of aUditory stimuli, and a control panel
for the presentation and recording of sUbjects' responses,
McGrady and Olson proceeded to select 99 children from a
pool of children participating in another study at North-
western University. Of the 99 subjects, 68 served as con-
trols. A 30 minute automated test battery was administered
to each subject. 55
In reviewing the data, the authors attempted to de-
termine the nature of the differences as shown by re-
suIting patterns. They found that
children with learning disabilities tended to per-
form more poorly on tasks which utilized verbal stim-
uli. regardless of the psychosensory modality. Their
problems manifested themselves to a greater~ ~;:(tent in
comprehension of language stimuli f rather tn.a..:.:'. .:j·::rcep-
tion of nonverbal stimuli •••• The major parame-ter of
significance was the distinction between verbal and
nonverbal stimuli.5b
Specifyir~ the need for normative data on types of
children other than the "average child," Cicirelli,
Granger, and Schemmel undertook a study of disadvantaged
primary-grade children's performance on the ITPA. Their
study population consisted of 746 white, 538 black, and
153 Mexican-American "graduates" of headstart programs
from nine geographic regions of the United States.57
55Ibid. 56Ibid.
57Victor G. Cicirelli, Robert Granger, and Denny
Schemmel f "Performance of Disadvantaged, Primary-Grade Chil-
dren on the Revised Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abil-
ities," Psychology in the Schools, July, 1971, pp. 240-6.
JJ
Although the group as a whole had lower means and
larger standard deviations than the normative group used
in the standardization of the Revised ITPA, the authors
stated that "most interesting of all are the distin-
guishing characteristics of the profiles of the three
groups." The aUditory sequential memory and the visual
sequential memory subtest scores provided the greatest
contrast with blacks scoring very high, whites medium,
and f-1exican.-Americans very low on the former and rv1exican-
Americans scoring high, whites medium, and blacks low on
the latter. 58
In a similar study, Stephenson and Gay analyzed the
effect of socioeconomic status (SES) on the psycholin-
guistic abilities of black a~d white children of varying
socioeconomic levels. They administered the Revised ITPA
to 80 black and 80 white first grade children. Examining
the scores by means of "an analysis of variance design
followed by t-tests when significance was found," they
concludeda
SES has a significant effect on level and patternof performance on the ITPA. The effect for whitechildren is more on the level of performance, whereasthe effect for black children is on the pattern ofperformance.
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •Performance on the subtests measuring mode of re-ception and expression did not confirm researchstating that the lower class is visual-motor orientedand the middle class is aUditory-vocal oriented.
58Ibid.
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Only with black children of SES level 2 did Visual
Reception subtest scores surpass Auditory Reception
scores. Manual Expression scores surpassed Verbal
Expression scores at all levels. Visual Motor Asso-
ciation scores surpassed Auditory Vocal Association
scores for the two lower SES levels for white chil-
dren and black children of SES 2. No difference was
noted for the middle SES levels •••• The performance
of black children from SES 1 and 2 revealed diffi-
culties with the automatic language patterns measured
on the ITPA. Performance on the AUditory Sequential
Menory subtest was high for all black children wi5~
the level of performance being unaffected- by SESe
In summary, studies cited above have focused on
emerging patterns of variance within instrument protocols
as displayed by mentally retarded, learning disabled, or
culturally deprived children when compared to their non-
disabled counterparts. The question is now raisedl What
variance occurs when these groups are compared to each
other?
Profile Variances Among Subgroups of High Risk Children
Highlighting the current concern for functional anal-
ysis of performance, Keogh, Wetter, McGinty, and Donlon
analyzed the WISe scores of mentally retarded, learning
disabled, and hyperactive learning disabled children in
"terms of three categories of subtests hypothesized to
reflect process or functional aspects of intellectual per-
formance." The categories included: (I) Verbal-Compre-
hension, composed of Information, Vocabulary, and Compre-
hension subtests, (2) Analytic-Field-Approach, composed
59Bobby L. Stephenson and William O. Gay, "Psycho-
linguistic Abilities of Black and White Children from Four
SES Levels," Exceptional Children~ rYlay, 1972, pp. 705-09.
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of Object Assembly, Block Design, and Picture Completion
subtests, and (J) Attentional-Concentration, composed of
Arithmetic, Digit Span, and Coding sUbtests. 60
Their sample population was drawn from three inde-
pendent sources. Educable mentally retarded (EMR) boys,
learning disabled children (LD), and hyperactive learning
disabled boys (LD-HA) were selected from public school
classes, private schools, and Learning Disability Clinic
referrals, respectively. Totally, 76 children partici-
pated in the study.61
When analyzed, categorical patterns did emerge. The
EMR group's performance was characterized by low scores in
the Verbal-Comprehension category and high scores in the
Analytic subtests while the LD group' s ari.d the LD-HA group's
performances were characterized by adequate scores in the
Verbal and Analytic categories and low scores in the At-
tention-Concentration category. 62
In Nicholson's study, cited earlier, differentia-
ting patterns among subgroups of high risk children were
also evident. After analyzing data from the Peabody Pic-
ture Vocabulary Test, the Columbia Mental Maturity Scale
(C~~IS)t the Raven Coloured Progressive Matrices (RCPM).
60Barbara K. Keogh, Jack Wetter, Ann McGinty, and
Genevieve Donlon, "Functional Analysis of (IISC Performance
of Learning-Disordered, Hyperactive, and Mentally Retarded
Boys," (Paper presented at the American Psychological
Associatioll meeting, Honolulu. September, 1972). pp. 1-8.
6lIbid. 62Ibid.
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and the Slosson Intelligence Test for Children and Adults
(SIT), Nicholson cited the following patterns:
1. PPVT low, RCPM high, with a definite diagonal
on the RCPM; SIT and C~~S tended to be low--this
pattern tended to reflect cultural, environmental,
and educational deprivation.
2. Four screening instruments with considerable
scatter, no diagonal on the RCPM--this pattern tended
to reflect a learning disability which needed much
further investigation.
J. All screening instruments low, definite di-
agonal on the RCPM--this pattern tended6definitelyto identify mentally retarded children. J
Noting that learning disabled and culturally dis-
advantaged children, though members of two heterogeneous
subgroups of educationally handicapped students, display
similar deficits in intelligence and in language skills,
Leton undertook a discriminant analysis of Wr5,C· scores re-
ceived by 127 matched pairs of learning disabled and cul-
turally disadvantaged children. 64
Completing "a stepwise discriminant analysis ••• to
determine the sequence and significance levels at which
the subtest variables entered the discriminant equation,'f
Leton found that:
••• there were only two subtests, Comprehension and
Picture Completion, on which the performance of the
LD group exceeded that of the CD group ••••
••• The Information and Arithmetic subtests are the
subtests that most effectively differentiated the CD
and LD profiles. The Vocabulary subtest was next in
the order of selection on the basis of the stepwise
63Nicholson, "The Use of Four Screening Instruments,"
p. 105.
64Donald A. Leton, "Dis·~riminant analysis of WISe
Profiles of Learning Disabled and Ctllturally-Disadvantaged
Pupils," Psychology in the S~hools, July, 1972, PP. 303-8.
37
criterion of correlation with group membership.65
He concludeda "Discriminant classification of CD
and LD pupils on the basis of WISe and other test pro-
files could be used to reduce the number of LD clinic re-
ferrals and to minimize the over-referral of non-LD
cases.,,66
In summary, the above studies have indicated that
profile variations exist which distinguish one subgroup
from another when comparisons of instrument protocols are
undertaken.
66Ibid.
CHAPTER III
Discussion
In Chapter I, the writer attempted to focus atten-
tion on the use of psychological and/or educational in-
struments to determine placement of children in special
programs. Definitions of terms pertinent to the study
were presented. Furthermore, the intent of the paper was
presented as a review of current research encompassing the
reliability of instruments in evaluation of proper place-
ment, the varying profiles of particular groups of chil-
dren, and the appropriateness of the category "Culturally
Deprived."
In Chapter II, research relevant to the four ques-
tions cited in the first chapter was presented. With re-
gard to the reliability of instruments in the evaluat
of proper placement. research cited showed that the u':Je
of instruments, when combined with data obtained from
additional sources such as teacher observations and pa~ent
surveys. was effective in the identification of high risk
children. Furthermore, it was shown that although several
instruments are currently widely used in differential diag-
nosis of high risk children, further investigation of
38
39
profile implications is necessary. A lack of research
dealing with profile variations among subgroups, however,
left the question of the uniqueness of the category "Cul-
turally Deprived" unanswered.
Conclusions
The use of psychological and/or educational instru-
ments, as well as the use of teacher ratings and parent
behavior inventories, are effective when t7sed within a
program of identification of high risk students for place-
ment within special educational programs. Additional re-
search, however, is necessary before characteristic vari-
ations of subcategories of mentally retarded, learning dis-
abled, and culturally deprived as evidenced on instrument
profiles can be established which will permit accurate i-
dentification of each group for educational purposes.
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